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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: Thank you for the honor of being invited
to testify before this distinguished committee of the United States Senate. And as a former
Congressional Fellow and humble Senate staffer, let me add that it is a particular pleasure to
appear on this side of the rostrum.

Y ou have chosen a most gppropriate moment to assess the issue of peacekeeping. This
isadifficult and emotiona topic, where one of the customary pitfalsistheloss of perspective and
where partisanship often subgtitutes for clear thinking. So in suggesting severd things about our
recent experience with peacekeeping, let metry to keep faith with the lessons learned here as a
Congressiona Fellow with mentors like Senator John Warner and the late Congressman Bill
Nichols. Among other things, they taught me that defense and foreign policies are best addressed
by putting the nation’ s interest ahead of party and position - quaint though that idea often sounds
these days.

. That point was brought hometo merather poignantly just hours after arriving in Sargevo
in early 1996 as part of the US peacekegping contingent for 1FOR, the first of our troop
commitments to Bosnia under the Dayton Accords. | was standing in apart of thet city known as
“Sniper Alley” —adtreet corner where only months before death was one of the few certainties.
Something touched my shoulder and | turned to see an old man smiling up a me. He reached out
again, touched the American flag combat patch on my right shoulder and smply said, “ Thank you.”
| had never felt prouder to be an American soldier than at that moment. And most of uswho saw
not only the devastation of that beautiful country but aso the hope in the eyes of its children were
convinced that our presence there was an gppropriate use of American power.

That said, let me be clear about my position on the important question you are examining
here this morning. | believe there are three basic flaws in our gpproach to peacekeeping:

. We have committed ourselves to too many of these operations, especidly given
the reductions in the size of our forces throughout the last decade.
. We have made these over-commitmentsworse by attempting to do too much with

our limited forces once we have been committed to what are a best difficult and ambiguous
missons.

. We have carried out those missons in ways that are rgpidly producing not only a
crigs of readinessin our forces, but an even more darming criss of military leadership.



In looking back across the last decade, most of these flaws could have been foreseen.
Indeed one has to be impressed at the naivete with which we gpproached what dmost everyone
sad at the start wasa ' new misson.” Infact, thereisnothing really new about peacekesping at all.
The American army was nothing if not a congtabulary force for most of the nineteenth century,
keeping the peace of the frontier under the rubric of Manifest Destiny. And as American interests
became more globa toward the end of that century, the defense of such new responsbilitiesin the
Panama Canal Zone, the Philippines and even Centra America became accepted parts of what
the Army and the Marines were asked to do. But there are some sobering lessonsin that history
about the impact of modern military forces on traditiond societies. Basicdly, agreet ded of effort
isrequired, “progress’ must be carefully defined in terms of the loca culture, and what progress
thereis seems extraordinarily dow by the standards of our own plurdistic democratic culture.

All the more reason then to be careful of thefirst Sn of over-commitment. What is seen by
Us as a peacekeeping mission is inevitably percaived as an intervention by the inhabitants of the
country wherewe are deploying. Becausegloba politicsareloca too, cautionisrequired. And yet,
according to the Congressional Research Service, on no fewer than 53 occas ons between 1993
1999, American forces were sent to countries where they were in imminent danger of hodtilities
under the reporting provisions of the War Powers Act. Most of these Situations were the tuff of
headlines. Irag, Somdia, Haiti and Bosnia. But there were also lesser-known deployments to
Macedonia, Guinea-Bissau, Serra Leone and Cambodia, among a host of others.

By any slandards, thisisarecord of promiscuousintervention, underlining thetruism about
good intentions paving the roadsto hell. Instead we hear agood ded about “ exit Srategies.” | have
awayswondered if General George S. Patton might not have observed that the whole point of
warfareisto causethe other guy to have anexit strategy! But perhapsthe seriouspoint hereisthat
it you have to worry so much about an exit srategy, then maybeit’ stimeto re-think the entrance
drategy. Especidly in the cases of Irag, Bosnia and Y ugodavialK osovo, we aso seem to have
accepted the perniciousideathat endless troop commitments are preferable to decisive military or
political outcomes. The corollary is of course that the less decisve the outcome, the longer the
troops can expect to Say.

One of the pointsthat | raised in my book on Somalia addresses the second sin of doing
too much. That wisest of al philosophers, Anonymous, put it this way: The difference between
genius and supidity isthat genius has limits. In attempting to have our forces engaged in nation-
building in Somdia, we clearly had forgotten those limits. Aswe saw there aswell, committing the
peacekeeping force to the forcible dissrmament of a civilian populace is committing them to
combat. We learned that lesson in Bosnia and merely monitored the cantonment of arms and
ammunition caches hed by the former warring factions. But | note with some trepidation that our
forces in Kosovo are now performing police functions while conducting wespons searches and
seizures as that mission cregps ever closer to outright hodtilities.



In some ways, the very professonaism of our military tends to bring on such expansons
of their missons. | saw Army brigade commandersin Bosniaroutindy performing prodigiesof civil-
military relations — outperforming their counterparts from the diplomatic and humanitarian
communities because of superior training, organization, equipment and motivation. That Stuation
reflects abadic flaw of the internationd system. As | aso pointed out in my book on Somalia, “If
it looks like war, it doesn’t look like the U.N.” Clearly the U.N. should atend more to mandates
and less to the direct management of peacekeeping operations. But we also need a better
organizationd infrastructure and internationa capability for managing regiona security problems,
especialy peacekeeping.

My find point is that we have conducted our peacekeeping operations in ways thet are
rapidly producing a crisis of readiness as wdll as leadership. Many experts have traced the first
problemto the reported 300% risein Army deployments since the Cold War - even asitsstrength
levels have been cut by over thirty percent. My purpose today is not to argue those figures but
instead to persondize them. Virtudly every day of my servicein Bosnial saw evidence of soldiers
who had been over-deployed to the areas in harm’s way mentioned earlier. Many had endured
what they referred to as the “the grand dam:” Somdia, Haiti and now Bosnia. Indeed, | met a
number of soldiers who had been sent to Germany on “get well tours,” where they could once
agan be on afirg-name

basis with their families. Deployed across the Sava River on New Y ear’s Day, 1995, most had
not seen those familiesin Sx months.

Many of youwill havewatched in somehorror asthereadinessratesof Army divisonsand
their counterpartsin other services decay to reflect the inevitable result of our soldiers* voting with
their feet” asthey are forced to choose between their military careers and their families. And yet
| will confess that what kegps me up at night is not the issue of readiness but leadership. This
pattern of over-deployments has been accompanied by an even more perverse aberration in the
way we conduct our operations. Three closdy linked culpritsare at the heart of thisnew leadership
issue “zero casudties,” “zero defects’ and micro-management.

Thefirg, “ zero casudties,” isbased on amisreading of what went wrong in Somaia. There
the issue was not so much the tragic deeths of our soldiers but rather the falure to explain
adequately to the American people why they were there and why that deployment represented a
critical American interest. It isbut a short step to the second, “ zero defects,” in which aforcethat
isbeing rgpidly reduced produces ever narrower career pathsin an aready Darwinian process of
career advancement and promoation. Theresult inevitably ismicro-management, in which too much
rank chases too few responshilities and no detail is too small to be scrutinized by ever higher
headquarters.

More worrying is how these things work in practice. In Bosnig, the zero casuaties
requirement resulted in “force protection” guiddines that were out of al proportion to any notion
of threat — to the point that our codition partnersroutingly if covertly snickered at the sight of our
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soldiers going everywhere dressed in full “ battle rattle.” The zero defects and micro-management
tendencies produced nightly “battle update briefings, with scores of Powerpoint charts eagerly
monitored by the covey of generds who were dways in atendance or kibitzing from higher
headquarters. Since the Bosniamisson has largely been successful (if endless), it might be argued
that these practices do no harm.

But in Kosovo, the zero casudties edict led to adisturbing new style of warfare that ruled
out the al-important synergy of land, seaand air combat. Worse yet, we were able to hit targets
but not always to see what they were. Civilians and refugees on the ground bore the brunt of this
policy with the inevitable accidents attending war by operator-safe standoff munitions. For al the
easy talk of “trandformation,” the Army must cometo gripswith itsown bureaucrdic faluresinthe
tardy deployment of Task Force Hawk into Albania. Thereismuch to do to makethesethingsright
and that careful process of introgpection and analyss has bardly begun. My suggestion istherefore
that the Congress ask some tough questions of our military about this leadership crisis before
ggning the checksfor the new generation of information-based wegponry that isbeing urged upon
you.

These are just a few of the disturbing long-term consequences resulting from the
experiences of peacekeeping over the lagt severd years. In closng, | would suggest that we
remember that military forces, either in combet or peacekeeping, primarily buy time, with the price
paid dways in nationd treasure and sometimesin blood. Aswe look to the future, we must insure
that we use thistime and those sacrifices only for the most critica interests of our nation.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and | look forward to your questions.
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